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Report 
The evolution of planning 
approaches: north Southwark 
1971-I 994 
Several different approaches to land use planning are distinguished in the 
typology of planning ‘styles ’ produced by Brindley, Rydin and Stoker (1989). A 
distinct progression of such ‘sty/es ’ may be seen in the experience of the last 25 
years in north Southwark, which shows a progression from ‘trend planning’ in 
the 197Os, via ‘popular planning’ in the early 198Os, to a version of ‘leverage 
planning’ since 1987. Such a progression has implications for wider aspects of 
planning practice. 

Introduction 

Three distinct approaches to planning 
have been applied to the area of north 
Southwark in inner London in the last 
2.5 years. By adapting the typology of 
planning styles of Brindley, Rydin and 
Stoker, ’ it is possible to identify a 
progression from a version of ‘trend 
planning’ in the 1970s via ‘popular 
planning’ in the early 1980s to a mod- 
ified ‘leverage planning’ approach that 
has prevailed since 1987. This report 
explains the nature of these shifts in 
approach and suggests some broad 
conclusions for planning practice. 

1971-198L‘trend planning’ 
The area of north Southwark, situated 
south of the Thames and opposite the 
City of London, faced a variety of 
problems in the early part of this 
period; these included a falling 
population caused in part by shim 
clearance policies and the decline of 
traditional industries. These factors 
were exacerbated by a boom in land 
values between 1963 and 1973, result- 
ing in increased pressures for land 
speculation and property devel- 
opment .2 Moreover, speculative rede- 
velopment was facilitated by the land- 
use planning approach of the 
local authority, the London Borough 
of Southwark, whose 1971 ‘Strategy 
Plan for Southwark’s Thames-side’ 
proposed the re-zoning of much 

of the area to ‘West End Uses’ in 
order to allow an additional 5 million 
square feet of office space to be devel- 
oped. Despite local opposition, the 
Strategy Plan was approved in Nov- 
ember 1973, resulting in further in- 
creases in land values and consequent 
redevelopment.” 

19821987-‘popular planning’ 
Local election results in 1982 reflected 
a significant degree of dissatisfaction 
by community groups in the borough 
who were opposed to the ‘trend plan- 
ning’ approach. Consequently, the 
new planning committee mainly com- 
prised new members, and the manifes- 
to of the ruling Labour group of mem- 
bers incorporated a commitment to a 
community-oriented planning service 
and a participative approach, an evi- 
dent reaction against the experience of 
the 1970s. Furthermore, the manifesto 
included a commitment to review the 
North Southwark Plan, which had 
reached the public inquiry stage. As a 
result, the Plan was abandoned, and 
officers were requested to produce a 
new plan that would reflect the priori- 
ties of the new council.4 

Consequently, a new so-called ‘Peo- 
ples’ Plan’ for north Southwark was 
produced. As a response to com- 
plaints of the impenetrable and inac- 
cessible format of the original plan, 
the new plan was short, comprising a 
policy statement on the back of a 

proposals plan. More significantly, the 
policies were unequivocal and restrict- 
ive, with none of the traditional 
loopholes that enable officers’ discre- 
tion to prevail over policy intent. For 
instance, whilst the previous plan had 
stated that ‘the council will not nor- 
mally permit a change from any kind 
of industrial or commercial use to any 
other use’, this statement had been 
qualified with a range of exceptions; 
by contrast, the new plan simply 
stated that ‘change of use of industrial 
or commercial floorspace will not be 
permitted’.5 

Whilst the participative method of 
preparation of the new plan was ap- 
plauded by many observers,(’ the plan 
did not reflect the views of the proper- 
ty development industry. This proved 
to be significant at the Public Inqury 
into the plan in September 1984, 
where the principal objector was the 
London Docklands Development 
Corporation (LDDC), since part of 
the LDDC’s area fell within north 
Southwark. As Thornley indicates, 
the plan ran counter to the LDDC’s 
strategy of stimulating the market by 
facilitating the development of offices 
and private housing.’ The Inspector’s 
report subsequently supported the 
LDDC, indicating that the plan was 
unbalanced since it sought to promote 
the interests of the local community at 
the expense of those of the private 
sector and the development industry.s 
However, the borough took the deci- 
sion to proceed with adoption of the 
plan, which was called in by the 
Secretary of State in 1986. It was 
subsequently rejected and remains the 
only local plan for which such action 
has been taken. 

A series of ‘interim policies’ for 
north Southwark was, therefore, put 
into effect to fill the consequent policy 
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vacuum, pending the completion of a 
new Unitary Development Plan for 
the borough. In the meantime, the 
area faced increasing pressure for de- 
velopment, and increasing financial 
restrictions in the form of rate-capping 
measures were being applied to the 
borough, making the implementation 
of council policies more difficult. Con- 
sequently, the need for effective part- 
nership with the private sector was 
becoming increasingly urgent. 

‘Leverage planning’-1987- 
1994 
The abolition of the Greater London 
Council in March 1986 had indicated 
that ‘local deviation from central gov- 
ernment policy would have little 
chance of success’.9 This, together 
with the result of the 1987 General 
Election, led to more pragmatic 
approaches to planning within many 
inner city local authorities. The need 
for a new approach within Southwark 
was highlighted in 1987 by the author- 
ity’s ‘Poverty Profile’, which identified 
specific areas where multiple depriva- 
tion was particularly pronounced. 
Consequently, it recommended more 
effective co-ordination of service de- 
livery and the application of a corpo- 
rate strategy to target resource alloca- 
tion to such areas.‘” 

This approach was taken further in 
the borough’s ‘Land and Investment 
Strategy’ introduced in 1989, which 
aimed at the co-ordination of council 
land and statutory planning powers in 
key areas in order to meet the coun- 
cil’s objectives. The strategy drew on 
the results of the council’s Poverty 
Profile regarding areas of greatest 
need and incorporated areas of oppor- 
tunity where the council owned land 
and/or where private development 
could be facilitated. It was found that 
some 40 hectares of council-owned 
potential development land was 
available,” though the simple disposal 
of such land for a capital receipt was 
fraught with problems arising from 
government restrictions on the use of 
such receipts. The report introducing 
the strategy, therefore, warned that ‘a 
major disposal programme would 
have a marginal effect on the ability to 
fund the (council’s) capital program- 

me, and the council’s assets would be 
exhausted in a relatively short 
period’. I2 

The solution seemed to be to use 
the council’s planning powers in con- 
junction with its ownership of land, in 
order to ‘encourage the private sector 
to make more investment in the 
Borough in the locations and of the 
form most likely to benefit local peo- 
ple in greatest need’.13 This was seen 
to involve providing appropriate in- 
frastructure to enable land to be 
brought forward for development, 
producing statutory and non-statutory 
planning guidance to facilitate the 
assembly of development sites, enter- 
ing joint ventures with the private 
sector using the council’s assets and 
powers, and using planning agree- 
ments where appropriate.‘4 Conse- 
quently, the strategy incorporated 
several ‘flagship schemes’ in areas 
where opportunities were available to 
take advantage of development press- 
ure in order to meet local needs. 
Whilst it was recognized that a list of 
such areas would need to be updated, 
ten were initially suggested, each with 
a corporate project team comprising 
officers from all relevant council de- 
partments. The need for local con- 
sultation was highlighted, reflecting 
the previous emphasis on ‘popular 
planning’, and the corporate Chief 
Officers’ Board was to retain overall 
co-ordination of the strategy, which 
was approved at the council’s Policy 
Committee in March 1989. 

The principle of partnership with 
the private sector was, therefore, 
established, and the ‘flagship’ schemes 
progressed with varying degrees of 
success in terms of financial gearing or 
‘leverage’-namely, the ratio of 
public-to-private sector investment 
within each area. The next step for the 
strategy was its incorporation into the 
council’s Unitary Development Plan 
(UDP), which stated that, in specified 
‘Regeneration Areas’, the council 
would welcome investment and en- 
courage public/private sector part- 
nerships,” and that, consequently, 
within such areas, ‘planning permis- 
sion will normally be granted for prop- 
osals which generate employment, im- 
prove the environment and meet the 
needs of priority groups’.‘h Three of 

these areas were within north South- 
wark, where the contrast with the 
approach enshrined in the rejected 
North Southwark Plan is clear. 

The broad approach of ‘leverage 
planning’ and partnership was echoed 
in the council’s bid for City Challenge 
funding in 1992, since the bid docu- 
ment stated that the council ‘strongly 
believes that public and private sectors 
must work closely together to bring 
about change and regeneration’.” The 
document cited as an example the 
Elephant and Castle Regeneration 
Area in north Southwark, where ini- 
tial ‘pump-priming’ investment of 
f800 000 had attracted private invest- 
ment of around f75 million.‘s Whilst 
the bid for City Challenge funding 
was unsuccessful, the partnership 
approach continued to be imple- 
mented. Consequently, a joint ven- 
ture scheme between the council and a 
Swedish company to develop a part 
council-owned vacant site at the 
Elephant and Castle was completed in 
1992, involving the development of a 
library for South Bank University, a 
hostel for the council’s housing de- 
partment and offices for the Depart- 
ment of Health. Furthermore, in the 
Bankside Regeneration Area, also in 
north Southwark, over f125 million of 
public and private sector resources 
were invested between 1989 and 1994. 
Similar partnership schemes were de- 
veloped in other Regeneration Areas 
in the borough, and, in total, some 
f400 million of investment was 
attracted to such areas between 1989 
and 1994.‘” 

Conclusions 
There is, therefore, evidence of a clear 
progression of planning ‘styles’ in 
north Southwark between the early 
1970s and the mid-1990s. Indeed, 
Brindley et al declare that ‘no one 
style is uniquely identified with any 
one locality for any length of time’,*” 
and many observers have identified a 
general shift in prevailing planning 
‘styles’ since the 197Os, broadly to- 
wards a mode of planning based on 
bargaining rather than regulation. In 
particular, similar shifts in approach 
can be identified in many inner-city 
local authorities in which a relatively 
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oppositional stance was supplanted af- 

ter 1987 by a so-called ‘new realist’ 
approach. Such ‘new’ approaches in- 
volved an acceptance of the need to 
adapt to the entrenched position of 
central government by endorsing and 
facilitating the primary role of the 
private sector in regeneration initia- 
tives, which usually implied an exten- 
sion of public/private partnership and 
planning gain mechanisms as part of a 
‘leverage planning’-based approach.*’ 
This represents a significant diver- 
gence from the ‘popular planning’ 
style advocated by Nicholson, for inst- 
ance, who contends that ‘it is better to 
leave land vacant than have it de- 
veloped for a use which is incompati- 
ble with need, or which prejudices the 
future’.” The retrenchment from the 
ambitious aims of ‘popular planning’ 
in Southwark would also appear to be 
due in part to the inherent limitations 
of such a planning style, in terms of 
the lack of community control over 
the resources necessary to ensure im- 
plementation of objectives for 
development.‘” 

In addition, specific local political 
factors in inner London after 1987 
necessitated a shift away from 
attempts to alter the policy of central 
government towards more specific 
objectives of increasing the effective- 
ness of service delivery, including the 
planning service. Hence, there was ‘a 
shift from the esoteric and clientelistic 
concerns of the “new left” towards 
street-level service improvements’.24 
This shift clearly reinforced the per- 
ceived urgency of the need to extend 
the partnership or ‘leverage planning’ 
approaches, which appeared to pro- 
vide a viable means of providing re- 
sources to meet local service needs. 
Such pressures were exacerbated by 
the publication of an Audit Commis- 
sion report in 1987, which criticized 
the management of eight inner- 
London local authorities, including 
Southwark. 

However, such approaches involve 
inherent dangers, including the poten- 
tial predominance of a narrow range 
of land uses and the risk of corporat- 
ism whereby a lack of accountability 
and public consultation is seen as 
necessary in order to bring about pri- 
vate investment.25-27 As Brindley and 

Stoker suggest, ‘the market-oriented 
approach to planning carries its own 
criteria of success’.*’ Hence, Colenutt 
indicates that the application of a part- 
nership or ‘leverage planning’ style is 
likely to be on the developer’s terms, 
and he contends that such an 
approach, involving the artificial crea- 
tion of an encouraging climate for 
development, has been forced on 
many local authorities.29 It would, 
therefore, seem to be inherently de- 
fensive in nature, making alliances 
with community groups very difficult 
to achieve. In aggregate, the applica- 
tion of such approaches may also in- 
volve more generalized dangers aris- 
ing from the dominance of short-term 
objectives, with the consequent risk of 
increased market instability.3” 

Nevertheless, Thompson demons- 
trates the potential for a strategic, 
long-term approach to partnership by 
means of the use of public land and 
finance to promote appropriate pri- 
vate sector investment consistent with 
local needs.31 This involves the de- 
velopment of local land strategies, an 
important element of the modified 
‘leverage planning’ approach that was 
adopted in Southwark. The applica- 
tion of such land strategies may be 
extended, where feasible, by the use 
of public receipts acquired in this way 
to reinvest in appropriate land in 
order to facilitate further private sec- 
tor development. In addition, of 
course, planning agreements can be 
used as an additional means of recon- 
ciling the demands of the property 
development market with the needs of 
the local community. The use of local 
land strategies in this way would, 
therefore, seem to minimize the prob- 
lems, such as market instability, which 
may arise from a ‘leverage planning’ 
approach. They, therefore, represent 
a method by which local authorities 
can adopt a pro-active stance to plan- 
ning in the face of decreasing control 
over the implementation of develop- 
ment and decreasing resources to 
meet local needs. 
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